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DETAILED ACTION 
Response to Amendment 

1 . In response to the office action from 1/21/2005, the applicant has submitted a request for 
continued examination, filed 4/21/2005, amending Claims 1, 9, and 17, while arguing to traverse 
the art rejection based on the limitation regarding the broadcasting of a television signal that 
includes translated captions to all viewers and a further viewer option for selecting whether to 
display the translated captions (Amendment, Pages 8-9), The applicant's arguments have been 
fully considered but are moot with respect to the new grounds of rejection in view of Fu (U.S. 
Patent: 6,320,621). 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §103 

2. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

3. Claims 1, 3-5, 9-10, and 12-13 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Hiroi et al (official translation of J? 10234016 A) in view of Agraharam et al (U.S. Patent: 
6,412,011), and further in view of Fu (U.S. Patent: 6,320,621). 

With respect to Claim 1, Hiroi discloses: 
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A closed caption decoder for extracting closed caption codes in a source language from a 
broadcast signal comprising closed caption data (Paragraph [0059])\ 

Receiving the closed caption codes from the caption decoder and translating text in the 
captions to a target language (receiving closed caption codes at a translation part, Paragraph 
[0059])- 

Hiroi does not teach broadcasting translated closed caption signals to a program 
destination, nor a server for performing the translation, however Agraharam discloses an 
enhancement platform server for performing a closed caption translation (Col 4, Lines 1-23, and 
Col 5, Lines 16-29) and the transmission of a translated multicast signal from an enhancement 
server to a user via a data router (Col 4, Lines 64-67, and Fig. 3, Element 260). 

Hiroi and Agraharam are analogous art because they are from a similar field of endeavor 
in closed caption language translation. Thus, it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary 
skill in the art, at the time of invention, to modify the teachings of Hiroi with the multicast server 
capable of translating closed caption text from a multicast signal and further transmitting the 
translated multicast signal to a user via a router as taught by Agraharam in order to implement a 
more efficient and effective means of closed caption translation since a user's receiving device 
may not have the proper hardware or software capabilities to perform the translation and the user 
may desire translated text at the time a multicast signal is received (Agraharam, Col 2, Lines 26- 
41). 

Although Hiroi in view of Agraharam teaches a method for closed caption translation at a 
server for a broadcast having a closed caption, neither reference provide a viewer with an option 
of displaying a translated caption. Fu, however, teaches such a feature, wherein a button enables 
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a user to select a translated closed caption viewing option (Col 2, Lines 15-49, and Col 3, Lines 
1-10). 

Hiroi, Agraharam, and Fu are analogous art because they are from a similar field of 
endeavor in closed caption translations. Thus, it would have been obvious to a person of 
ordinary skill in the art, at the time of invention, to modify the teachings of Hiroi in view of 
Agraharam with the button for closed caption translation viewing options taught by Fu in order 
to provide the user with the capability of selecting a desired closed captioning option (closed 
caption translation) (Fu, Col 1, Lines 45-55). 

With respect to Claim 3, Hiroi additionally discloses: 

The device is a subtitler (translating captions, which is a functional equivalent of a 
subtitler, Paragraph [0059]). 

With respect to Claim 4, Agraharam additionally recites: 

The device is a text-to-speech module (speech synthesis to provide a user with audio 
corresponding to text data, Col 4, Lines 15-16). 

With respect to Claim 5, Hiroi further recites: 

The signal is from a television broadcast (transmitting a television signal, Paragraph 
[0059]). 

While Agraharam additionally suggests that a multicast signal may be from a television 
broadcast (Col 2, Lines 16-25). 

Claim 9 contains subject matter similar to Claim 1, and thus, is rejected for the same 
reasons. 
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With respect to Claim 10, Agraharam teaches receiving a multicast signal (Col. 5, Lines 

64-67). 

With respect to Claim 12, Hiroi further recites: 

Inserting target language text in program destination signals as subtitles (Paragraph 
[0061 J). 

With respect to Claim 13, Hiroi additionally recites: 

Inserting the target language text in program destination signals as closed captions 
(Paragraphs [0059-61 ]) . 

4. Claims 6-7 and 11 are rejected under 35 U.S.C 103(a) as being unpatentable over Hiroi 
et al in view of Agraharam et al, in view of Fu, and further in view of Kim (U.S. Patent: 
5,457,542). 

With respect to Claim 6, Hiroi in view of Agraharam, and further in view of Fu teaches 
the closed caption translating method featuring a translation server, as applied to Claim 1 . Hiroi 
in view of Agraharam does not specifically suggest that a broadcast signal is from a videotape 
recorder, however Kim teaches such a configuration (Col. 4, Lines 50-56). 

Hiroi, Agraharam, Fu, and Kim are analogous art because they are from a similar field of 
endeavor in captioning. Thus, it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art, 
at the time of invention, to modify the teachings of Hiroi in view of Agraharam, and further in 
view of Fu with the means of acquiring caption data from a VCR as taught by Kim to increase 
method compatibility by adding the ability to display captions originating from a VCR signal 
(Kim, Col 3, Lines 8-12). 
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With respect to Claim 7, Kim additionally discloses: 
The server comprises text flow management software (Col 4, Lines 36-39). 
While Agraharam additionally teaches the enhancement platform server as applied to 
Claim 1. 

Claim 11 contains subject matter similar to Claim 6, and thus, is rejected for the same 
reasons. 

5. Claims 2, 8, and 14 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Hiroi 
et al in view of Agraharam et al, in view of Fu and further in view of Kirkland (U.S. Patent: 
5,677,739). 

With respect to Claim 2, Hiroi in view of Agraharam, and further in view of Fu, teaches 
the closed caption translating method featuring a translation server, as applied to Claim 1. Hiroi 
in view of Agraharam, and further in view of Fu, does not specifically suggest the use of a well- 
known caption encoder device for receiving and transmitting a translated caption signal, however 
Kirkland discloses such a device (encoder, Col 6, Lines 1-25, and caption translation, Col 7, 
Line 61- Col 8, Line 2). 

Hiroi, Agraharam, Fu, and Kirkland are analogous art because they are from a similar 
field of endeavor in caption processing including caption translation. Thus, it would have been 
obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art, at the time of invention, to modify the teachings 
of Hiroi in view of Agraharam, and further in view of Fu, with the use of a caption encoder as 
taught by Kirkland in order to provide a well known means of inserting translated text into a 
television program for viewing (Kirkland, Col 5, Lines 47-67). 
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With respect to Claim 8, Hiroi in view of Agraharam, and further in view of Fu, teaches 
the closed caption translating method featuring a translation server, as applied to Claim 1 . Hiroi 
in view of Agraharam, and further in view of Fu, does not specifically suggest the use of caption 
pre-editing software, however Kirkland recites such caption editing software (Col. 5, Lines 12- 
26). 

Hiroi, Agraharam, Fu, and Kirkland are analogous art because they are from a similar 
field of endeavor in caption processing including a means of caption translation. Thus, it would 
have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art, at the time of invention, to modify the 
teachings of Hiroi in view of Agraharam, and further in view of Fu, with the caption pre-editing 
software taught by Kirkland in order to implement a means at the enhancement platform server 
taught by Agraharam for creating more detailed and informative captions by using caption 
editing software to add description caption data (Kirkland, Col 5, Lines 12-34). 

With respect to Claim 14, Hiroi in view of Agraharam, and further in view of Fu, the 
closed caption translating method featuring a translation server, as applied to as applied to Claim 
9. Hiroi in view of Agraharam, and further in view of Fu, does not teach a program signal as a 
SAP as recited in Claim 14, however Kirkland discloses: 

Program destination signals as a SAP (translating captions associated with a SAP signal, 
Col. 7, Line 61- Col 8, Line 2). 

Hiroi, Agraharam, Fu, and Kirkland are analogous art because they are from a similar 
field of endeavor in caption processing including a means of caption translation. Thus, it would 
have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art, at the time of invention, to modify the 
teachings of Hiroi in view of Agraharam with the method of translating captions associated with 
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a SAP signal as taught by Kirkland to create a closed caption translation system capable of 
providing translated captions synchronized with a SAP signal so that a viewer can read and hear 
program dialog simultaneously in a preferred language (Kirkland, Col. 7, Line 61- Col. 8, Line 
2). 

6. Claims 17 and 21 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Hiroi 
et al in view of Agraharam et al, in view of Fu, and in further view of Bourbonnais et al (U.S. 
Patent: 6,338,033). 

With respect to Claim 17, Hiroi in view of Agraharam, and further in view of Fu, the 
closed caption translating method featuring a translation server, as applied to as applied to Claim 
1. Hiroi in view of Agraharam, and further in view of Fu, does not specifically suggest that the 
translation is performed using machine translation software, however such software is well 
known in the art as is evidenced by Bourbonnais (Col. 3, Lines 41-44). 

Hiroi, Agraharam, Fu and Bourbonnais are analogous art because they are from a similar 
field of endeavor in translated text. Thus, it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary 
skill in the art, at the time of invention, to modify the teachings of Hiroi in view of Agraharam, 
and further in view of Fu, with the use of machine translation software as taught by Bourbonnais 
in order to provide a well-known, more efficient means of obtaining a translation through the use 
of machine translation software that is less time consuming than a human translation 
(Bourbonnais, Col 1, Lines 35-44). 

Claim 21 contains subject matter similar to Claim 13, and thus, is rejected for the same 
reasons. 
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7. Claims 18, 20, and 22 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Hiroi et al in view of Agraharam et al, in view of Fu, further view of Bourbonnais et al, and in 
yet further in view of Kirkland. 

With respect to Claim 18, Hiroi in view of Agraharam, further in view of Fu, and further 
in view of Bourbonnais teaches the closed caption translating method utilizing machine 
translation software and featuring a translation server, as applied to as applied to Claim 17. Hiroi 
in view of Agraharam, in view of Fu, and further in view of Bourbonnais does not specifically 
suggest the use of caption pre-editing software, however Kirkland recites such caption editing 
software (Col 5, Lines 12-26). 

Hiroi, Agraharam, Fu, Bourbonnais, and Kirkland are analogous art because they are 
from a similar field of endeavor in caption processing including text translation. Thus, it would 
have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art, at the time of invention, to modify the 
teachings of Hiroi in view of Agraharam, in view of Fu and further in view of Bourbonnais with 
the caption pre-editing software taught by Kirkland in order to implement a means at the 
enhancement platform server taught by Agraharam for creating more detailed and informative 
captions by using caption editing software to add description caption data (Kirkland, Col 5, 
Lines 12-34). 

With respect to Claim 20, Hiroi in view of Agraharam, in view of Fu, and further in view 
of Bourbonnais teaches the closed caption translating method utilizing machine translation 
software and featuring a translation server, as applied to as applied to Claim 17. Hiroi in view of 
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Agraharam, in view of Fu, and further in view of Bourbonnais does not teach text in a target 
language comprising translated titles as recited in Claim 20, however Kirkland discloses: 

Text in a target language comprising translated titles (extended data service that supplies 
program information to a viewer, such as the title, Col 2, Lines 58-67, and translation means, 
Col 7, Line 61- Col 8, Line 2). 

Hiroi, Agraharam, Fu, Bourbonnais, and Kirkland are analogous art because they are 
from a similar field of endeavor in caption processing including a means of text translation. 
Thus, it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art, at the time of invention, 
to modify the teachings of Hiroi in view of Agraharam, and further in view of Bourbonnais with 
the inclusion of extended data service to provide program information such as titles as taught by 
Kirkland to create a closed caption translation system that can provide a viewer with additional 
informative viewing information descriptive of a program title (Kirkland, Col 2, Lines 58-67), 
translated into a user selected language in the same manner as caption text. 

With respect to Claim 22, Hiroi in view of Agraharam, in view of Fu and further in view 
of Bourbonnais teaches the closed caption translating method utilizing machine translation 
software and featuring a translation server, as applied to as applied to Claim 17. Hiroi in view of 
Agraharam, in view of Fu, and further in view of Bourbonnais does not teach a program signal as 
a SAP, however Kirkland discloses: 

Program destination signals as a SAP (translating captions associated with a SAP signal, 
Col 7, Line 61- Col 8, Line 2). 

Hiroi, Agraharam, Fu, Bourbonnais, and Kirkland are analogous art because they are 
from a similar field of endeavor in caption processing including text translation. Thus, it would 
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have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art, at the time of invention, to modify the 
teachings of Hiroi in view of Agraharam, and further in view of Bourbonnais with the method of 
translating captions associated with a SAP signal as taught by Kirkland to create a closed caption 
translation system capable of providing translated captions synchronized with a SAP signal so 
that a viewer can read and hear program dialog simultaneously in a preferred language 
(Kirkland, Col 7, Line 61- Col. 8, Line 2). 



Allowable Subject Matter 

8. Claims 15, 16 and 19 are objected to as being dependent upon a rejected base claim, but 
would be allowable if rewritten in independent form including all of the limitations of the base 
claim and any intervening claims. 

9. The following is a statement of reasons for the indication of allowable subject matter: 
prior art does not teach: 

• Pre-editing process of Claim 15, which further includes the further limiting step 
of identifying a speaker as recited in Claim 16. 

• Pre-editing software on a caption translation server utilizing a process including: 
identifying a topic to select a dictionary for translation, correcting spelling errors, 
identifying and demarcating names, phrase boundaries, and sentence boundaries, 
adding punctuation, identifying ellipses and inserting text, and inserting accents 
where appropriate as recited in Claim 19. 
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Conclusion 



10. The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to applicant's 
disclosure: 

Nyberg et al ("A Real-Time MT System for Translating Broadcast Captions, " 1997)- 
teaches a system for performing a machine translation on closed caption text. 

1 1 . Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to James S. Wozniak whose telephone number is (571) 272-7632 
and email is James.Wozniak@uspto.gov. The examiner can normally be reached on Mondays- 
Fridays, 8:30-4:30. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Wayne Young can be reached at (571) 272-7582. The fax/phone number for the 
Technology Center 2600 where this application is assigned is (703) 872-9306. 

Any inquiry of a general nature or relating to the status of this application or proceeding 
should be directed to the technology center receptionist whose telephone number is (703) 306- 



0377. 



James S. Wozniak 
6/9/2005 
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